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Executive Summary/

or decades, education policy-
F makers have wanted to go

beyond traditional ways of
analyzing student test score data that
only looks at the particular status or
“proficiency level” that students have
attained. It is very worthwhile, many
have said, to also see how far
students have progressed over a
given year or number of years. This
is particularly important when
students have started far behind
their peers. A student who goes
from nonreading to reading has
made great progress, even if the final
test scores still shows that he or she
is reading below grade level. It is also
important, in this age of Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP), for schools
that are educating large numbers of
disadvantaged students to be able to
show that their students have made
significant strides, even if many have
not yet achieved a level of “profi-
ciency.” Finally, educators have been
intrigued with the possibility of
accurately determining the specific
impact that a school or teacher has
had on students’ learning.

To address these issues, many
education policymakers, researchers,
and practitioners have turned to
value-added assessments (or more
accurately, “value-added models for
analyzing assessment data”). Value-
added assessment models are
statistical approaches that use multi-
year student test score data, and

student background characteristics in
some models, to attribute student
growth to schools, teachers, or both.
In other words, value-added models
attempt to determine how far a
student has progressed compared to
where the student started and to what
degree that growth can be attributed
to educational factors (as opposed to
“external” factors such as socio-
economic status, race, parents’
educational levels, or innate ability).

Because value-added models are
now beginning to be used with
increasing frequency in states and
districts across the country—and
because there are many questions
surrounding value-added both in
terms of just what the concept means
and how the models should be
used—NASBE established its Study
Group on Value-Added Assessments
to address and make recommenda-
tions on a number of issues critical to
education policymakers, including:
How does value-added fit with other
aspects of the state’s testing and
accountability system? How accurate
and valid are the results? What are
the best uses for value-added data
and analysis in terms of school
improvement, accountability, or
other uses? What doesn’t value-
added do well? What do states need
to think about if they are planning to
use value-added analysis as a compo-
nent of their assessment and
accountability system?

The Uses and Limita-
tions of Value-Added
Assessment

Through its investigation, the Study
Group examined a number of possible
uses for value-added models, including:

Using value-added as a compo-
nent of school accountability: If, as
research has borne out to some degree,
value-added assessments are able to
distinguish the effects of teachers and
schools on student achievement, then
using value-added data as a component
of a state’s accountability system would
seem to make sense, for example, as one
indicator in a school’s report card.
Researchers caution, however, that there
are very significant policy and technical
hurdles that must be overcome in order
to successfully implement such a system.

Using Value-Added for Teacher
Accountability and Evaluation:
Since value-added analysis is often por-
trayed as a way to distinguish the effects
of individual teachers and classrooms on
student achievement, it is not surprising
that many politicians and others are
tempted to use them for teacher
accountability. As the Study Group
heard over and over, however, for a
host of statistical and other reasons this
area must be approached with consider-
able caution, especially in terms of high-
stakes decisions such as ranking teachers,
merit pay, and promotion or dismissal.




This doesn’t mean that value-added
might not play some role in teacher
evaluation, however. The Study
Group's conclusion is perhaps best
summed up by the most extensive
evaluation of value-added models to
date, by RAND Education, which
concluded that while "the research base
is currently insufficient to support the
use of value-added models for high-
stakes decisions,” they do show
“promise for lower-stakes diagnostic
purposes” such as initially identifying
possibly low- or high-performing
teachers who can then be further
evaluated to confirm results. In this way,
value-added functions as a filter for
detecting those teachers who would be
subject to additional study through
classroom observations, diagnostic tests,
and portfolios. If further study confirms
that a teacher is struggling, be or she can
be counseled, provided professional
development, or matched with a teacher
who has been confirmed as highly
effective.

Using Value-Added as a Tool for
School Improvement: The Study

Group was enthusiastic about the use
of value-added models as a data-driven
component of efforts to improve
instruction at the classroom, school,
and district levels. Indeed, many
believe that this is the most significant
advantage of value-added models.
Some of the key areas that can be
informed by value-added analysis
include: policy and program evaluation;
identification of students in need;
schoolwide and team planning;
individualized professional develop-
ment; and resource management.

Using value-added data for
improving teacher training:
Given the uneven quality of graduates
from the nation'’s teacher training
institutions, states have long struggled
with finding mechanisms to hold
preparation programs accountable for
results, or at least to get a clearer
picture of the effectiveness of new
teachers and to help shore up
deficiencies in their training. While
this use of value-added analysis is still
in its infancy, two states (Louisiana
and Ohio) have initiated projects that

use value-added data to link the
effectiveness of new teachers with
their preparation programs.

Using value-added or growth
measures as a component of
AYP calculations: Many educators
and policymakers feel that strict, yearly
adherence to proficiency targets as
used under the No Child Left Behind
Act unfairly punishes those schools
dealing with large numbers of
disadvantaged students, because they
are required to catch up, often very
quickly, to schools that start with
higher achieving students. Many states
are now looking into ways to add
growth or value-added measures to
AYP calculations, and the Study Group
strongly urges the U.S. Department of
Education to provide this flexibility
while still maintaining the framework
of proficiency for all students that is
the basis of the law.

In considering these uses for value-
added assessment models, the Study
Group made the recommendation
below:

Findings and Recommendations on the Uses and
Limitations of Value-Added Models

Recommendation 1. Value-added assessment is not designed for high-stakes use in
teacher evaluations. The Study Group recommends that value-added information not be used for high-
stakes teacher evaluation involving either rewards or punishments. We believe that educators should recognize
that value-added assessment is a “tool,” but it is not the “total"—and indeed that the data can only with certainty
identify about the top 10 percent and bottom 10 percent of teachers. Researchers also note that the number of
studies supporting the value-added methodology is relatively limited and that there is a serious lack of validity
studies. Thus, users are strongly encouraged to exercise caution in any use of value-added assessments so that

the proper use of the technique does not go beyond the capabilities of the tool.

Recommendation 2. Value-added assessment has significant potential-when used in
conjunction with other measures and supports—as a tool to improve teaching. The
potential of value-added data to 1) differentiate the very most and least effective teachers and 2) show individual
teachers more precisely in which areas and with which students they are and aren't being successful can be a
valuable tool in helping all teachers improve.
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Recommendation 3. Value-added assessment information can be a powerful school
improvement tool in promoting more effective practices and resource allocation. If a
state or district uses value-added information, the Study Group recommends that the information be used for
diagnostic purposes geared toward strengthening school performance and teaching techniques. Indeed, perhaps
the most potent potential of the value-added model is through its power to start the dialogue about improving
teacher effectiveness. At the same time, principals and school teams can use value-added data to identify
effective or ineffective programs and curricula, identify individual students or groups of students who need
additional support to reach their potential, and target school resources to areas in need.

Recommendation 4. Once-a-year value-added analysis does not substitute for other
ongoing testing information that helps teachers adjust and target instruction to meet
the needs of their students. While the Study Group believes that value-added assessment models have
significant potential, the Group also recommends that schools avoid reliance on information from just a yearly
testing program. Teacher-designed tests, commercial diagnostic measures, and other interim assessments done
throughout the school year are crucial to keeping schools on target and can allow for mid-course corrections as
needs arise. Waiting for results from one statewide testing program is inadequate for improving classroom
instruction,

Recommendation 5. Value-added models show potential for tracking and improving
the effectiveness of teacher training institutions. Using value-added data with newly licensed
teachers has the potential to provide policymakers with information on which preparation programs are
producing the most and least effective young teachers. Preparation programs can also use this information,
especially if used alongside interviews with the teachers, to pinpoint weaknesses in their curriculum and other
aspects of their program. However, as with other areas, the Study Group does not believe that value-added
assessment is appropriate at this time as a stand-alone, high-stakes measure for evaluating teacher training
institutions.

Recommendation 6. The Study Group urges the U.S. Department of Education to
allow growth indicators as a component of AYP calculations within the No Child Left
Behind framework. While the rigorous targets for attainment required by NCLB serve an important
purpose in keeping a focus on the ultimate goal of high achievement for all students, adding growth is needed
not only out of faimess, but because together these indicators provide the most accurate picture of the effec-
tiveness of schools. In addition, failure to use growth as one indicator of success could end up making it even
more difficult to retain effective teachers in disadvantaged schools.

must be “checked off” as the state

Implementation Issues

Because value-added assessments are
$0 new to the education enterprise,
because they tend to be extremely
complex in their mechanics, and
because there are potentially a number

of high-stakes implications for their use,
state boards of education and other
decisionmakers will find there are a host
of issues that must be considered
before, during, and after implementa-
tion of value-added systems. While
some of these are technical issues that

proceeds, the Study Group found that
other technical, system-related, and
political issues have the potential to be
“deal breakers” or to render the value-
added models far less effective than
they otherwise might be.
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Key Testing and Data Issues
Affecting Implementation

Value-added models use results from
state or district testing programs, along
with lots of student and other data, for
the basis of their analysis. Therefore,
value-added analyses are believable
only when the underlying testing
program has technical quality, pro-
duces valid scores, and maintains an
accurate longitudinal database. Holding
to these standards is likely to be a
challenge for many states. The Study
Group identified the following as some
of the key areas of concern:

* Testing Issues: Policymakers
must first ensure that state tests have a
high degree of validity and reliability.
For value-added, it is also important
that tests have “stretch,” that is, that
they measure the full range of the
material that is being covered. There
must also be multiple test scores over
several years for individual students.
Finally, states must ensure that random
measurement errors are kept to a
minimum, especially if the value-added
results are to be used as part of an
accountability system.

* Individual Student Identifier:
Value-added models require that each
student has a unique student identifier
(ID). About half of all students
currently have or are working on
establishing individual student 1Ds.

* Statewide Data Collection
Systems: For value-added method-
ologies to work well, states need a
robust data collection and management
system that functions seamlessly from
the school building to the state level.
Such systems must be able to link
program, course, and student data and
enable users to efficiently exchange
data electronically. As part of this

system, states need reasonable
processes to identify data that are in
error, to spot check certain informa-
tion randomly, and to conduct site
visits to audit the accuracy of data at the
local level.

State Education System
Considerations

Value-added assessment models will
make a number of demands on state
education agencies that policymakers
should attend to for the program to be
effective. These include:

* Staff Training: Many of the
experts consulted by the Study Group
emphasized that value-added ap-
proaches are ill advised without a
simultaneous commitment to a
significant amount of training. Teacher
and principal training on value-added
assessment will need to fully inform
staff about the basic concepts behind
value-added assessment and what the
data mean. Training should also
provide principals and teachers with
opportunities to practice analyzing real
value-added assessment data, as well as
putting the analysis to work in
improving instruction.

* Measurement Expertise:
States and districts will need to have a
significant measurement and statistical
capacity either in-house or contracted
on a consulting basis. States should also
consider using expert advisory panels
both for evaluating the initial develop-
ment plans for the value-added system
and for periodically reviewing the
quality and effectiveness of the system
once it is up and running.

¢ Costs: While some value-added
developers note that the "big cost” of
testing is in the purchase, administra-
tion, and scoring of tests, which states

already do, purchasing or developing a
value-added system on top of the
existing testing program can add
significantly to an education budget. This
is especially true when other needs such
as developing a robust data management
system, massive school personnel
training, and ensuring statistical and
psychometric expertise are included.

Public Engagement and
Political Considerations

Many Study Group presenters
emphasized the need to maintain trust
and involvement with affected stake-
holders—particularly teachers—
throughout any effort to implement
value-added analysis. It is clear from
many educational innovations over
many years that any number of players
can cause a program to fail due to lack of
understanding, ignorance of the
process, or mistrust. Value-added
assessment, rightly or wrongly, has
developed the reputation as a high-
stakes policy instrument. Thus, extra
care must be taken to develop trust and
buy-in. Following are some of the
particular political and public relations
areas that must be considered.

* The Overall Impact of Changes
to the Testing or Accountability
System: Adding yet another signifi-
cant change to a testing or accountability
system can be demoralizing to teachers
and confusing to the public. Because
value-added systems may require
significant change and enhancements to
existing accountability systems, states
should carefully consider the purposes
of the existing system and think
through the adjustments to current
efforts that will be needed to incorpo-
rate a value-added approach. In
addition, potential users should
recognize that implementing a value-
added system cannot be done quickly.
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* State board of education
planning and communica-
tions: State boards will need to act
as a voice of reason to help the
public, school personnel, and
lawmakers understand both the
benefits and challenges of value-
added models. Perhaps most
importantly, state boards will need
to exercise leadership and insist
that decisions about value-added
assessment should be made using
reason and good judgment and not
in response to persuasive sales
approaches by vendors who are

marketing commercial value-added
testing systems.

* Relations with Teachers:
Teachers, in particular, may be cynical
about seeing yet another education
reform heading their way. They may
be suspicious that the "real” reason
behind value-added analysis is
punishing or rewarding teachers, and
they may be wary of the amount of
time it will take to understand and use
value-added results. On the other
hand, teachers may see the growth
orientation of value-added assessment

as an improvement over current
accountability programs and they may
be very interested in the potential of
the system to improve instruction for
classes and individuals. All in all, the
Study Group believes that teachers
(and principals) will respond much
more positively to value-added
models if the system is not seen as a
stick, but primarily as a way to assist
educators in improving instruction
and promoting more growth in
student leaming—in short, that it can
be an important tool in helping
teachers do their jobs.

Findings and Recommendations on Implementation Issues

for Value-Added Assessments

Recommendation 7. States considering a value-added system should develop and
complete an "Implementation Checklist” as part of the initial planning process. Due to the
complexity of value-added models, the demands they place on state testing and data systems, and the effects they
can have on the overall education system, it is imperative that policymakers conduct a complete and honest
evaluation of their current structures to ensure they meet the requirements for a value-added assessments. (See
the Study Group's checklist on page 37 as a starting point.)

Recommendation 8. Value-added assessment requires massive training for state,
district, and school personnel. The Study Group believes that any state or local district that wishes to
use value-added assessment needs to prepare for massive training of teachers and others in how to use the
information generated. Teacher training on value-added assessment will need to inform teachers about the
basic theory and methodology of value-added assessment. Training should also provide teachers with oppor-
tunities to practice analyzing real value-added assessment data, and develop skills regarding how to use the
results with faculty and parents.

Recommendation 9. Users of value-added assessment must consider confidentiality
and transparency issues. The Study Group recommends that states and districts considering value-added
assessment develop appropriate policies to keep teacher ratings confidential, and limit their availability to the
teachers themselves and authorized local school officials. At the same time, confidentiality must be balanced with
useful reporting to educators and the public in order to attain sufficient transparency. Legal assistance may be
needed to determine wording for policies in this area.

Recommendation 10. Teacher education programs should incorporate more training in
educational measurement and the use of data into their curricula. The Study Group believes
it is crucial that training regarding the basic concepts of status and growth measures, value-added assessment
models, and the development and use of formative assessments be provided to prospective teachers in higher
education. Those preparing to teach should also have opportunities to practice using data for decisions prior to
classroom employment.
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Recommendation 11. State policymakers and a wide range of stakeholders, including
teachers, should be involved early in planning for value-added assessment. Legislative
leaders and legislators serving on education committees are two groups that need to understand the general
rationale of value-added assessment and understand what the model can and cannot do. In addition, educators
need to know what concerns and complaints might be anticipated from parents or teachers so that they will be
prepared to respond if they are contacted by constituents.

Recommendation 12. Educators should exercise due diligence in evaluating commer-
cial companies offering value-added assessment products. The Study Group recommends
that all policymakers who are considering using a value-added system be fully aware that they are facing an
entrepreneurial environment. It may be true that many, if not most, of these vendors are trustworthy, but they
are still vendors interested in selling something for a profit. It is also true that each vendor has limitations and
expertise that need to be evaluated for appropriateness to the educational environment and the timeline of a
given state or local school district. Consumers of value-added information and services need to do thorough due
diligence before signing agreements to work with firms or individuals.

Recommendation 13. Financial costs must be considered carefully when considering
value-added assessment. The Study Group recommends that state boards and other potential value-

added assessment consumers be alert to the potential costs of this approach. While some experts note that the
"big cost” of assessment is in the purchase, administration, and scoring of tests (which states already do),
including a value-added system on top of a testing program can add significantly to an education budget. Users
should do a cost/benefit analysis to determine whether the information they will receive justifies the price.

Recommendation 14. Value-added assessment needs continued pilot testing, re-
search, and validation work. The Study Group is convinced that value-added assessment is a highly
promising—although still immature—approach. While preliminary resuits show significant potential to
improve education, continued pilot testing and research is needed. The Study Group believes that only with
appropriate validation studies and other research will educators and policymakers get maximum benefit from

the methodology.

Concluding Thoughts

In a sense, educators currently face a
“measurernent emergency.” They
face increasing pressure from NCLB
and other state or local accountability
programs to demonstrate increased
student learning. This pressure
encourages the use of testing
information to judge the perfor-
mance—the value being added—of
teachers and schools. With educators,
policymakers, and the public becom-
ing more measurement and out-

come-oriented, it is natural that public
school personnel and policymakers
would seek additional ways to judge
progress and use testing data.

The Study Group believes that value-
added models—with their promise of
attributing student growth to schoals,
teachers, or both—have the potential
of offering a way to analyze student
achievement in a more individual,
robust, and understandable way than
previous methods. As it is refined as a
model, and if it can be adequately

validated, it can lead us toward new
information about the teacher skills,
curriculum components, or program
initiatives that are particularly effective
in improving student learning. But,
perhaps the most important feature
of value-added assessment is that it
serves to keep everyone's focus on
student growth and learning momen-
tum, which is the essence of the
schooling experience. After all, is it
not the main role of educators to take
children from where they find them
and then "add value?”




